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Message from Chief Justice E. Norman Veasey

E. NORMAN VEASEY
CHIEF JUSTICE

December 2000

SUPREME COURT OF DELAWARE
To the Governor, Members of the General Assembly, and Citizens of the State of Delaware:

[t is my honor to present the 2000 Annual Report of the Delaware Judiciary. The Judiciary’s theme
for the past year has been to promote unity through collaborative effort. The courts have worked unselfishly
in the intense coordination of the new New Castle County Courthouse, in the development of a proposed
systemwide case and financial management system, and most recently, in the preparation of a unified budget
request.

Under Administrative Directive No. 122, I established a Council of Court Administrators operating
under the leadership of State Court Administrator, Dennis B. Jones. The purpose of this Council is to
expand the concept of systemwide cooperation by having the State Court Administrator and court
administrators meet on a regular basis to develop systemwide administrative initiatives and policies to
promote innovation, efficiency, and consistency within the Judicial Branch. My goal, which will continue
into next year, is to have all courts address administrative issues in a unified manner.

I want to give special thanks to the Governor and the General Assembly for their generous support
in supplying funds necessary to build the new courthouse in Wilmington. This building represents a once in
a lifetime opportunity for our citizens to have access to the court system in a state of the art building
dedicated to meeting the needs of the citizens. For the first time, all the courts are developing processes,
procedures and policies to perform centralized services such as filing, cashiering, security, administration,
financial management, and case management in a coordinated and uniform fashion. Multiple courts locating
in this new facility will enhance the Judiciary’s ability to provide our citizens with swift and fair justice.

The Judiciary is also working together to provide greater assistance to both courts and litigants in
cases in which litigants are representing themselves on a pro se basis. Funds have previously been allocated to
develop a pro se center for the Family Court in Kent County. To help unrepresented litigants file
procedurally and substantively accurate documents, the courts are working to establish pro se centers in each
county where pro se litigants can access information concerning court procedures, rules, forms, and
processes.

The State Judiciary, Council of Court Administrators and our dedicated and hard working judicial
employees will continue to provide our individual and corporate citizens with a modern and reliable court
system. We will uphold the values of a strong work ethic, integrity, efficiency, competence and promptness
that the Delaware courts have established in earning their national reputation for excellence.

Respectfully,
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Highlights and Developments

FY 2000 LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES

There were multiple legislative initiatives in FY 2000, which impact the Judiciary.
Highlighted below are those initiatives which were passed by the General Assembly and

signed into law by the Governor.

House Joint Resolution 31 — Recommends the
abolishment of the Register in Chancery as an
elected office and will enable the Court of
Chancery to select its own Register in Chancery.
House Bill 683 — Ensures that individuals have the
opportunity for a judicial hearing prior to having
their name placed on the child abuse registry. It also
provides for the expungement of the names of
individuals who have been placed on the registry in
error.

House Bill 593 — This is the first leg of the
Constitutional amendment that creates the position
of Senior Judge.

House Bill 540 — Modernizes and replaces the
Foster Child Review Act with the Child Placement
Review Act and broadens the review process.
House Bill 492 - The Uniform Electronic
Transactions Act is a procedural act that provides
the framework for creating enforceable electronic
contracts.

House Bill 404 — Creates the Office of Child
Advocate to assist the Child Protection
Accountability Commission in protecting
Delaware’s children.

House Bill 355 — Adds two additional judgeships
to the Family Court for Kent and Sussex Counties.
House Bill 302 — Changes the title of the Director
of the Administrative Office of the Courts to the
State Court Administrator in order to emphasize
that the position carries statewide responsibilities
and is consistent with tdes used to describe
equivalent positions in other states.

House Bill 213 — Updates Delaware’s truancy laws.
House Bill 126 — This is the second leg of the
constitutional amendment providing that persons
convicted of certain felonies would have their right
to vote restored upon being pardoned or five years
after the expiration of their sentences.

Senate Bill 426 — Clarifies certain restrictions
upon the eligibility requirements for probation
before judgment and ensures that only first-time
offenders or infrequent offenders will be admitted
to the program.

Senate Bill 415 — Amends the current Court
Appointed Special Advocate and the Office of the
Child Advocate statutes to ensure representation
of a child’s best interest in every child welfare
proceeding,

Senate Bill 392 — Amends the current termination
of parental rights statute to permit termination of
parental rights where abandonment has occurred
regardless of whether the abandonment is
intentional and provided that specific findings are
made.

Senate Bill 368 — This is the first leg of a
constitutional amendment that provides for an
integrated Register in Chancery and is related to
House Joint Resolution 31 previously mentioned.
Senate Bill 350 — This enabling legislation is a
companion bill to restoration of felon’s voter’s
rights.

Senate Bill 329 - Extends the statute of
limitations on crimes when the prosecution is
based upon DNA testing. The bill also allows
overturning convictions if forensic DNA testing,
which was not available at the time of trial, now
establishes the innocence of the convicted person.
Senate Bill 310 — Expands pre-judgment interest
to cases involving court actions.

Senate Bill 206 — Adds two additional judgeships
to the Court of Common Pleas for Kent and
Sussex Counties.

Senate Bill 99 — Provides for full faith and credit
to domestic violence protective orders issued from
other states.

2000 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE DELAWARE JUDICIARY




Highlights and Developments

AUTOMATED SENTENCING ORDER
PROJECT

In May 2000, the Superior Court of
Delaware began issuing sentence orders statewide
using a new Automated Sentencing Order Project
(ASOP) to streamline criminal justice. In
cooperation with the Judicial Information Center
and the Department of Correction, ASOP went
into production in December 1999 in Kent
County, in January 2000 in Sussex County and
full statewide production in May 2000.

The ASOP application enables Court issued
sentence orders to' be transmitted to other
agencies and courts throughout the State almost
simultaneously with a judge’s order. Previously, it
often took days or weeks to disseminate
sentencing information to all criminal justice
agencies. Sentencing data is electronically filed
and transferred within minutes to prisons and
other agencies, defendants receive a complete
copy of their sentencing order in the courtroom,
and criminal histories are immediately updated
for courts and law enforcement agencies.

Delaware has become the first State to
implement such a broad reaching sentence order
system and the results are impressive. Updated
criminal records are available at the time of
sentencing, With the dick of a button, the judge
can view the criminal history of the defendant.
Prison authorities will receive the order
electronically before the defendant arrives for
incarceration. Similarly, the Probation and Parole
Department will now have an order on file in
advance of a defendant appearing to begin
probation. Police officers on patrol will have
current information, and judges will be able to see
whether a capias or warrant is active on a
defendant.

The system was demonstrated at a Justice of
the Peace Court retreat in September 2000 and at
a Criminal Justice Council/DELJIS retreat in
October 2000. It was also featured at the
Knowledge Fair of the Mid-Adantic Associations
for Court Managers in Ocean City, Maryland, in
October 1999.
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Highlights and Developments

OVERVIEW

The Foster Care Review Board (FCRB), now the
Child Placement Review Board (CPRB), enters its
third decade of service to the children of Delaware
with an updated mandate, new and growing
partnerships in the public sector, and broad resources
in the form of a professional staff and review
committees of trained volunteers. In addition, the
FCRB’s new name, the Child Placement Review
Board, reflects today’s scope and charter.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Legislation

The name, powers, and privileges of the Board were
substantially changed when HB 540 was passed and
signed into law by Governor Carper. This legislation
takes the place of 31 Del. C. Section 38, et seq.,
which established the Foster Care Review Board in
1978. One advance of the law is the combination of
two parallel review systems. Initially, the Foster Care
Review Board was charged with reviewing all foster
care cases handled by the Division of Family Services
(DFS). The Board had also conducted independent
reviews of cases handled by Youth Rehabilitative
Services (YRS). Because these two review systems are
now combined, this change has been reflected by a
new name, the Child Placement Review Board.

Interaction with the Family Court system
Completion of the Court Improvement Project (CIP)
has opened the door to much more effective
partnerships between the courts and agencies having
standing in cases relating to a child’s welfare. The
findings and recommendations from the CPRB
review committees will now become part of a child’s
Family Court record.

Training

CPRB staff members received in-house training on
the provisions and implications of changes in federal
law. This training allowed them to support the work

of review committees accurately. With approximarely

THE CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARD
Judicial Annual Report on The Foster Care Review Board and Its Successor, The Child Placement Review Board

100 volunteers serving on review committees, training
is a priority for the CPRB.

Relationships

To achieve its goal of timely and thorough reviews for
children in the care of the State, the Child Placement
Review Board works in conjunction with an array of
judicial and social service agendies, such as DFS, YRS,
Child Mental Health (CMH), Family Court, the
leadership of the Court Appointed Special Advocate
(CASA) program, community-based service agencies,
and the Office of Child Advocate. Establishing and
maintaining good working relationships  is an
accomplishment that is central to the working of the
CPRB and to its effectiveness in serving Delaware’s
children.

Ivyane Davis Scholarships

Scholarship funds are allocated by the General
Assembly on an annual basis, and they are awarded by
the CPRB. For the 2000 fiscal year, $31,544 was
distributed to nine students at a total of seven
institutions. Awards ranged from $1,440 to $4,000.
One student completed post-secondary education
under this program and is ready to enter the workforce.
The Ivyane D.F. Davis Scholarship Fund continues to
be a viable means of supporting the efforts of young
people who have been in foster care, matching their

motivation and achievemnent with funding to meet their

educational goals.

Child Placement Review Board
Annual Statisties

Y 2000

*Children in care less than five months are not reviewed by the CPRB.
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Highlights and Developments

STAFF TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

During fiscal year 2000, the Staff Training and Development
Program offered thirteen different computer software training
classes to judicial branch staff. Training topics were also offered
in: legal research, new staff orientation, the Family Medical
Leave Act, avoiding giving legal advice on the job and
conferences for court security staff and court derks. In addition
to those classes, the Program provided funding for 11 court
managers/supervisors to attend State Personnel’s Frondine
Leadership training program, as well as assisted with funding a
two-day conference for Family Court Mediators.

On June 27, 2000, Chief Justice E. Norman Veasey issued a
directive mandating all non-judicial staff of Delaware courts and
Judicial Branch agencies complete six hours of training per fiscal
year. In that directive, the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC) is charged with tracking all training programs attended
by non-judicial staff, issuing an annual report to staff and
supervisors and publishing annually a curriculum designed tw
improve the knowledge, skills and abilities of non-judicial staff of
Delaware courts and Judicial Branch agencies.

The Staff Training and Development Program is managed by
the Training and Staff Development Officer in the AOC.
Liaisons from each of the six state courts and two representatives
of Judicial Branch agendies, as well as staff of the AOC, serve on
the Staff Training Advisory Board. The Board identifies and

coordinates staff training initiatives.

O v o Lo PARTICL
COURSE/PROGRANI SESSIONS PANTY
Computer software training— 45 175
includes 13 courses
Orientation for New Court

2 90

Employees
What Every Supervisor Should
Know about the Family Medical 1 15
Leave Act
Court Security Conference 1 58
Court Clerks Conference 1 73
Legal Research for Bailiffs 3 14
How to Avoid Giving Legal 2 19
Advice on the Job

TOTALS 55 444
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Fiscal Overview

DELAWARE GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS*
" FISCAL YEAR 2000
STATE APPROPRIATIONS — TOTAL: $2,011,627,500

:ati M Judicial Branch
State Appropriations $56.821.500

Total $2,011,627,500 2.82%

M Higher Education
$192,337,6000
9.56%

[ Executive Branch
$1,084,472,800
53.92%

1 Legislative Branch
$11,298,100
0.56%

M Public Education
$666,697,300
33.14%

DELAWARE GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS*
FISCAL YEAR 2000
STATE APPROPRIATIONS — JUDICIARY: $56,821,500

. ms C
State Appropriations 207100 37%
JUDICIARY M Administrative Office of the Courts
Total $56,821,500 $3.402,900 ~ 6.0%

[ Judicial Information Center
$2,109,500 3.7%

O Court of Chancery
$2,005,300 3.5%

M Superior Court
$15,135,900 26.6%

M Law Libraries
$461,100 0.8%

B Family Court
$12,399,200 21.8%

I Court of Common Pleas
$5,597,700 9.9%

M Justice of the Peace Courts
$12,108,900 21.3%

M Other **
$1,523,300 2.7%

*The chart reflects state general fund monies only. In addition to those amounts, the Supreme Court received $65,500, the Family Court
received $2,723,700, the Court of Common Pleas received $30,700 and the Violent Crimes Compensation Board received $2,196,900 in
appropriated special funds.

**(Other: Public Guardian ($386,200), Office of State Court Collections Enforcement ($419,600), Child Placement Review Board
(3408,800), Educational Surrogate Program ($68,700) and the Office of the Child Advocate ($240,000).

Source: 140th General Assembly, House Bill 400.
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Supreme Court

n the past fiscal year, the Delaware

Supreme Court decided over 500
appeals by written opinion or order. A
Supreme Court decision by order is
often as comprehensive as a decision in
opinion format and such orders are
regularly cited as authoritative. The
Court’s jurisdiction is broad and often
the issues before the Court are
complex, and the decisions of the
Court in such cases are of national or
international significance.

Despite a record number of filings,
the Court continues to decide cases
within an average time of 33.3 days,
well under the ninety-day standard
from submission date to final decision
date. By providing fair, efficient and
prompt disposition of appeals, the
Court’s goal of maintaining the public’s
trust and confidence in our judicial
institutions is met.

The composition of the Court
changed during FY 2000. Justice
Maurice A. Harmet, III retired from
the Court on June 30, 2000. His
retirement  closes a  long and
distinguished career of judicial service.
The Honorable Myron T. Steele took
the oath of office as a Justice of the
Court on July 28, 2000. Justice Steele
previously served as a Kent County
Resident Judge of the Superior Court
and, most recendy, as a Vice
Chancellor in the Court of Chancery.

There was a in the

leadership of the Administrative Office

FISCALY

R 2000 TOTAL CASES

of the Courts. With the concurrence of
the Justices and the Executive
Committee, I selected Dennis B. Jones
as our new State Court Administrator.
He previously served as Chief Deputy
Director of the California Adminis-
trative Office of the Courts.

On August 5, 1999, I took office
as President of the Conference of Chief
Justices.  The Conference is the
primary representative of the state
courss, providing them with national
leadership and a national voice in the
administration of justice. The two
primary goals for the Conference
during the past year were: (1) to meet
the challenges to state courts by
expanding federal activity and (2) to
find ways that state judiciaries can
achieve “best practices.” On November
12 -13, 1999, in Wilmington, I chaired
a Joint Session of the Boards of the
Directors of the Conference of Chief
Justices, of the Conference of State
Court Administrators and of the
National Center for State Courts. This
session was designated as an Advance
on Achieving Excellence in Judicial
Administration. The goal of the
Advance was to commence the process
for identifying “best practices” and how
to disseminate information about these
practices for implementation. The
Advance has been recognized as a success
and has led to a national Best Practices
Institute.

(continued on next page)

11.OAD SUMMARY

New Castle
Kent
Sussex

E. Norman Veasey
Chief Justice

By providing
fair, efficient
and prompt
disposition of
appeals, the
Court’s goal of
maintaining the
public’s trust
and confidence
in our judicial
institutions
is met.

+23.2%
+13.2%
+35.7%
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Supreme Court

Beginning in April 2000, access to non-confidential
appeal documents filed in the Court since January 2000 is
available on the Intemet through the Virtual Docket. All
filings are available online within 24 hours of filing with the
Cour. Furthering its commitment to the public, the Court
has gready improved its website over the last year.
Opinions and orders are now placed on line within three
days of a dedision. The site indudes the calendar for oral
arguments, rules, forms, administrarive directives and the
most current news releases. 1 encourage you to visit us at
hetp://courts.state.de.us/supreme.

On April 4, 2000, the Court held a spedial session in
the new Ruby R. Vale Moot Courtroom at Widener Law
School. The justices sat en Banc (all five justices) for the
arguments in the newly-renovated Legal Information
Center on the Delaware campus. During my address at the

dedication of the new courtroom, I announced that one of
the Court’s argument days each year would be conducted
in the courtroom in keeping with a nationwide initiative of
law-related education to enhance public trust and
confidence in the judidal system.

The construction of the new New Casde County
Courthouse in Wilmington continues to move forward on
schedule. The Govemnor and the General Assembly have
been most generous in providing funds necessary to build
this new courthouse as well as funding for courthouses in
Kent and Sussex Counties. The successful completion of
these projects will ensure that our citizens’ legal needs can
be met in secure and state of the art fadlities in all three
counties to further enhance public trust and confidence.

s

{ Supreme Court

Seated (left to right):
Justice Joseph T. Walsh
Justice Carolyn Berger

| Standing (left to right):

| Justice Myron T. Steele

Chief Justice E. Norman Veasey
Justice Randy J. Holland

» JUDICIAL BRANCH WEBSITE: http://courts.state.de.us

From the homepage, a visitor can link to each of the courts, employment opportunities
in the judicial branch, juror information or visit the Arms of the Court. If you have not

:

a

|

L}

The Judicial Branch website is continuing to improve by frequently adding new features. /ﬂ .
| ]

L

stopped by recently, visit our site at http://courts.state.de.us. .
L

2000 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE DELAWARE JUDICIARY



Court of Chancery

his year, the ranks of the Court of

Chancery have again been reduced
by an appointment to the State’s
highest court. Upon the retirement of
Justice (and former Vice Chancellor)
Hartnett, Governor Carper appointed
Vice Chancellor Myron T. Steele to the
Delaware  Supreme  Court.  His
replacement has yet to be named.

The General Assembly this year
took a major step toward providing this
Court with a unified court derk’s office
under the Chancellor’s control. The
Court of Chancery remains the only
State court without authority over its
derical staff; currendy, the Register in
Chancery for each county is an elected
office, and each Register appoints their
own staff and follows their own
procedures. While the county Registers
have, throughout this Court’s history,
provided excellent service in each
county, the growth in the Cours
docket, the increase in complexity of
cases before the Court and the growing
availability of electronic communi-
cation have made the county Register
system an anachronism. Recognizing
this, the General Assembly adopted the
first leg of a constitutional amendment,
sponsored by the Court, which if
passed again next year, will result in a
unified Register in Chancery office
under the Court’s direct supervision.
This will allow standard and
modernized procedures for case filing
and docketing. It will also enable the

FISCAL YEAR 2000 TOTAL CASES

New Castle
Kent
Sussex

Court to continue to improve and
expedite its management of cases. A
unified Register’s office will facilitate
the use of Internet technology to make
dockets and pleadings from all three
counties available to practitioners and
the public, and will ease the transition
to electronic filing, which approaches
on the horizon.

As the Court looks forward to
occupying new quarters currently
under construction in New Castle
County, its prospects for moving to a
petmanent home in Sussex County, in
the short-term, remain clouded. The
State has acquired a parcel off the
Circle, and plans for construction of a
courthouse on the site are in
development. Meanwhile, the Court’s
old quarters in the Sussex County
Courthouse and the Family Court
Building have yielded to the expansion
of the Family Court and Court of
Common Pleas, and the Court of
Chancery Chambers have relocated,
again on a temporary basis, to the Sabo
Building on Market Street.

The next few months and years
will bring a new Vice Chancellor in
Kent County, new courthouses in
Sussex and New Castle Counties, and a
new Statewide court derk’s system.
Clearly, many changes are coming to
the Court, but they are changes that
will allow continued improvement in

the administration of justice. I

CASELOAD SUMMARY

Willlam B. Chandler Ill
Chancellor

Clearly, many
changes are
coming to the
Court, but they
are changes
that will allow
continued
improvement
in the
administration

of justice.

+83 +3.2%
+71 +2.4%
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Court of Chancery

Court of Chancery

Standing (left to right):

Vice Chancellor Stephen P. Lamb
Vice Chancellor Jack B. Jacobs
Chancellor William B. Chandler III
Vice Chancellor Myron T. Steele
Vice Chancellor Leo E. Strine, Jr.

OFFICE OF THE CHILD ADVOCATE
By Tania Culley, Child Advocate

Fiscal Year 2000 was an important
year for our abused and neglected
children as the Office of the Child
Advocate became Delaware’s newest State
agency. The Office has been charged with
safeguarding the welfare of Delaware’s
children through education, system
reform, public awareness, training, and
legal representation of children. The
Child Advocate began employment on
February 7, 2000.

While the first few months were largely spent
securing office space, furniture and supplies, and
hiring staff, time was also devoted to drafting
legislation detailing the rights and responsibilities of
attorneys and Court Appointed Special Advocates
in their representation of children’s best interests in
Family Court proceedings. That legislation was
passed as Senate Bill 415 on June 30, 1999. Witch
these laws, it is now dlear what role a guardian a4
litem has in a child welfare proceeding.

In the first five months of its operation,
without the benefit of publicity or knowledge of the
Office, the Office received referrals on 25 children.

Due to severely limited legal resources,
only three of those children received the
benefit of attorney guardian ad litem
representation. Two of those children
are represented by the Child Advocate,
and a third child is represented by a
member of the private bar. In addition,
the Child Advocate submitted an
amicus curige brief in an important
child welfare matter. Funding was
approved for FY01 for the addition of a
full-time attorney to the Office, whose primary duty
will be to represent the best interests of abused,
neglected and dependent children in Family Court.
The Office looks forward to tackling its
statutory mandates in Fiscal Year 2001, with the
primary goals of the Office ensuring that: (1) every
child’s voice is heard in every court proceeding
which affects their life; (2) every player in the child
protection system has the necessary education and
training to put a child’s safety and well-being above
all else; and (3) Delaware’s child welfare laws reflect
the needs of our children and are a model for the

nation.
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Superior Court

uring this fiscal year, the

Honorable Richard R. Cooch
was appointed Resident Judge in
New Castle County as the successor
of Resident Judge Vincent A.
Bifferato and the Honorable T.
Henley Graves was appointed
Resident Judge in Sussex County to
succeed Resident Judge William
Swain Lee. The Honorable E. Scott
Bradley was appointed to fill the
vacancy in Sussex County.

The Superior Court continues
to apply a best commercial practices
and customer service approach to
improve our performance. This year
we launched a comprehensive Web
site (http://courts.state.de.us/
superior) which provides helpful
information to the legal community
and the public. Some examples of
the information provided: our
history, information on e-litigation,
our nationally known Drug Court,
juror orientation, court calendars,
case management plans, job
postings, rules, forms, a self-help
center, and victim information.
Our web site was featured in the
national e-magazine Civic.com.

To provide for the safety and
security of all visitors, we completed
the transition to a single public
entrance in each courthouse. Each
public entrance is staffed by
security personnel who screen for
weapons.

New Castle
Kent 1,874
Sussex 1,514

The Court’s nationwide reputa-
tion as a problem-solving innovator
was recognized again when it was
selected by the U.S. Department of
Justice as one of nine pilot sites in
the country to test the concept of
Re-entry Courts. Re-entry Courts
focus on the need to create
accountability systems and support
networks for returning offenders to
increase the chances of successful
reintegration into  their
communities. We are testing two
approaches to Re-entry: one targets
returning  domestic  violence
offenders in Sussex County and the
other deals with the general
population of returning offenders in
New Castle County.

The Court implemented the
far-reaching Automated Sentencing
Order Project (ASOP). ASOP is
designed to support Delaware’s
sentencing process by standardizing

the format of sentence orders,
accelerate the transmission of
sentencing information to the

criminal history database and to
other criminal justice agencies,
support the judicial decision-
making process, allow for data entry
and sentence order generation in
the courtroom, and cutting back on
the use of paper by sending realtime
electronic court orders to the

Department of Correction.
(continued on next page)

2,857 2,666
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Henry duPont Ridgely
President Judge

Our vision is to
be the Superior
Court with the
most Superior
Service in the
nation. Our
mission is to
provide Superior
Service to the
public in pursuit
of justice.
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Superior Court

The Court continued its efforts to
improve the overall effectiveness of
the criminal justice system by
inter-agency collaboration. We are
now  conducting  contempt
hearings in welfare fraud cases
where the defendant has failed to
make restitution payments to the
State. Working in cooperation
with the Division of Audit and
Recovery of the Department of
Health and Social Services, these

Superior Court
Seated (left to right)

contempt hearings have been
expanded.

The Court expanded its initia-
tives to improve the collection rate
of unpaid Court assessments.
Court staff are serving as faculty at
the training academy for new
Probation and Parole Officers.
We also provide training in the use
of the Court’s case management
sysem to  Records  Office
personnel at Gander Hill prison.

Back (left to right)

We started accepting payments to
the Court by credit cards in Kent
County to make the collection
process more efficient and to speed
up the return of restitution funds
to victims of crime.

Finally, we refined our vision,
mission and core values through
the collaborative efforts of Superior
Court Judges and staff from across
Delaware. Our vision is to be the
Superior Court with the most

Superior Service in the
nation. Our mission is to
provide Superior Service to
the public in pursuit of
justice. We have agreed
that our core values as an
organization are UNITED
which stands for unity,
neutrality, integrity, timeli-
ness, equality and
dedication. We are
committed to building on
the quality of justice and
public service for which the
Superior Court of Delaware
is well known here and

across the nation.

Associate Judge John E. Babiarz, Jr.
Resident Judge Vincent A. Bifferato*
President Judge Henry du Pont Ridgely
Associate Judge Richard S. Gebelein
Resident Judge William Swain Lee**

Middle (left to right)

Associate Judge Charles H. Toliver, IV
Associate Judge Jerome O. Herlihy
Associate Judge Susan C. Del Pesco
Associate Judge William T. Quillen
Associate Judge Norman A. Barron
Resident Judge T. Henley Graves
Associate Judge Carl Goldstein

Associate Judge William L. Witham, Jr.
Associate Judge William C. Carpenter, Jr.
Resident Judge Richard R. Cooch
Associate Judge Haile L. Alford
Associate Judge Fred S. Silverman
Resident Judge James T. Vaughn, Jr.
Associate Judge Richard F. Stokes

*Judge Richard R. Cooch succeeded Judge Vincent
A. Bifferato as Resident Judge as of May 10, 2000.
**Judge E. Scott Bradley succeeded Judge William
Swain Lee as of April 7, 2000.

12

2000 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE DELAWARE JUDICIARY



Family Court

very organization in order to move

forward requires a plan. In January
2000, Family Court welcomed the
Twenty-First  century  with  the
publication of its plan in the form of the
Family Court Performance Standards.
Modeled after the Tral Court
Performance Standards which have been
endorsed by numerous national legal and
judicial associations and by courts
throughout the country, the Family
Court Performance Standards are focused
on the unique jurisdiction of the family

courts as we address issues related o particulady in” three specific ~arcas, Vincent J. Poppit]

children and families, victims of domestic =~ namely, case processing improvements, Chief Judge

violence and victims of juvenile crime. the provision of services for the self
These standards represent points of  represented, and the institution of

reference against which we will begin o enhanced judicial management of key

measure our responsibility to serve the  caseloads.

citizens of our State. It is against the Case Processingg The Criminal )

backdrop of these standards that we will: Case Ma_nagerncn[ Systcm (CMS) was With ﬂ_‘e help of

* Build new programs such as those  implemented in February, 2000. This our Judges,
designed to address children in  system served to eliminate many of the c:gqmr?n?sst?aq::'
placement or to serve the needs of  paper related processes and focused on team and staff.
self represented litigants. reducing delays at the earliest hearing we have

o Analyze processes to ensure that  stages. Combined with the establish- made strides
every case is heard as expeditiouslyas ~ ment of a corps of criminal case to determine
possible but never at the expense of ~ managers, the management of criminal our direction as
the rule of justice and fairness. cases in Family Court made several we commence

o Ask the public to better understand  strides toward improving the timeliness the new century.
our responsibilities and the work we ~ of its actions.
do. On the civil side, several modifica-
Since publication, the Family Court  tions to the FAMIS system will continue

Performance Standards have received  to allow us to better track information on

national attention and have become a  our cases, the litigants, and all participants.

part of the National Center for State ~ Components of our civil information

Court's training regimen that is offered to (continued on next page)

New Castle

the courts throughout this country and
other nations. Indeed, the Family Court
Performance Standards have permitted
Delaware t set the example of how a
family court should work and how its
performance should be perceived. We
have set the bar high for Delaware's
Family Court. The dtizens of our State
deserve and should expect nothing less.
Beyond the publicadon of these
standards but in keeping with them, the
Court made substantial progress in the
realization of its goals in FY2000

2000 1O

34,709
10,687
11,880

Kent
Sussex

+20.9%
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Family Court

system have been the foaus of several
national conferences on family courts in
the past six months.

Services for the Self Represented:
Throughout the year, the Court has
spent numerous hours meeting with
representatives  throughout the legal
community to develop a process
designed to assist the 72% of the
lisgans who elect to represent
themsdves. Our Family Coun
Resource Centers should be operative in
Kent and Sussex Counties by the end of
the fiscal year. Key components of the
program indude easily understood
written materials, expanded Intemet
capabilities, assistance to indigents, and
the availability of limited representation
for those who seek it.

Caseload  Management:
Beginning in Sussex County, the Court
is moving toward the Statewide
implementaton of the recommen-
dations of the Court Improvement
Project dealing with children in
placement. Central to this effort is the
hands on management of this caseload
by the assigned judge. The
management of those cases by the judge
resuls in dear expectations being
established for all parties, and hearings
being scheduled at spedified intervals
with target dates for permanency
determinations.  The  ultimate
beneficiaries of this intensive judical
case t will be the children
who will receive the undivided attention
of the Court.

With the help of our judges,
commissioners, administrative team and
staff, we have made strides to determine
our direction as we commence the new
century. I am confident that we will
continue to do better tomorrow than
we are doing today in discharging the
special public trust that we hold.

g‘ < HM ,m',/m\ )

E

IS A g
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Family Court

Seated (left to right) Associate Judge Aida Waserstein, Associate Judge
Kenneth M. Millman, Chief Judge Vincent J. Poppiti, Associate Judge
Peggy L. Ableman, Associate Judge Jay H. Conner

Standing (left to right) Associate Judge Alison Whitmer Tumas, Associate
Judge Mark D. Buckworth, Associate Judge William N. Nicholas, Associate
Judge Peter B. Jones, Associate Judge William L. Chapman, Jr., Associate
Judge Chandlee Johnson Kuhn, Associate Judge Barbara D. Crowell,
Associate Judge William J. Walls, Jr.

Not pictured: Associate Judge Mardi F. Pyott

Judicial Branch Employee of the Year: Mitzi Boddy

Congratulations to Mitzi Boddy, the 1999 recipient of the Judicial
Branch Employee of the Year Award. Miui is the Sussex County
Prothonotary for Supetior Court. Ms. Boddy was nominated by the
Superior Court for her leadership and personal contribution to the
Automated Sentencing Order Project (ASOP). Her tireless effort on
this important project has benefited not only the Superior Court and
criminal justice agencies but also other Delaware courts.

Her wotk on ASOP is only one example of her dedication to the
administration of justice. According to Chief Justice E. Norman
Veasey, “Mitzi’s leadership on total quality management initiatives
within Superior Court also reflects her commitment to the principles
of service to the citizens of Delaware, and has motivated others to help
assure the mission of the court system is carried out.”

Since Fiscal Year 1991, the Judicial Branch Employee of the Year
award has been presented annually to one staff member selected for his
or her outstanding public service. Chief Justice Veasey presented Mitzi
with the award at an annual dinner held in May 2000.
Congratulations and thanks to Mitzi for your enthusiastic hard work.

14
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Court of Common Pleas

his was another year of growth for

the Court of Common Pleas.
Judges and staff were added, and the
caseload increased making the Court
busier than ever before.

On April 28, 2000, the Court
welcomed a new Judge for Sussex
County, the Honorable Kenneth S.
Clak, Jr. He is the first Native
American to hold a judgeship in the
State of Delaware. His appointment
brought the total number of judges
serving in the Court Statewide to eight.

On May 1, 2000, Judge Alfred
Fraczkowski, formerly Chief Judge of
the Municipal Court, retired from the
Court of Common Pleas after 31 years
of service in the Delaware Judiciary.
Judge Fraczkowski joined the Court of
Common Pleas upon the merger with
the Municipal Court in 1998.

The Strategic Planning Committee
has begun compiling an Employee
Policies and Procedures Manual for all
employees. This project will be a work
in progress.

After a year and a half, a long
awaited redassification project for
Court derical staff was finally
approved. A number of our staff were
reclassified bringing them into line with
other courts in title and pay for the
same jobs performed. At present, the
Sate Personnel Office is working with
the courts to combine job descriptions
across the board. This is an important
first step in the development of a career

FISCAL YEAR 2000 TOTAL CASES

New Castle
Kent
Sussex

ladder for our dlerk positions.

Another exciting initiative for the
Court is the Drug Diversion Program,
a  court-supervised, ~comprehensive
program for non-violent offenders.
This is a voluntary program that
indudes regular court appearances
before a Judge, participation in
substance abuse education, regular
testing, and, if necessary, treatment.
Fiscal Year 2000 saw 392 people go
through the program, with a success
rate of 83%. A federally funded grant
awarded to the University of
Pennsylvania is currently studying the
role of Judicial Status hearings in the
drug court in the Court of Common
Pleas. This is the first study of this
nature in the nation.

The Court of Common Pleas is
preparing to institute a Mediation
Program  (dispute resolution) with
federal funding through the Criminal
Justice Council. Cases eligible for
mediation will be identified at or before
arraignment and referred to trained
mediators. The three-year program will
provide a viable alternative to crimi
prosecution in certain cases and is
expected to aid the Court in reducing
some if its large backlog of criminal
cases. The Delaware Center for Justice
and the Center of Community Justice
will assist the Court with this program.
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CASELOAD SUMMARY

Alex J. Smalis
Chief Judge

An exciting
initiative for the
Court is the
Drug Diversion
Program, a court-
supervised,
comprehensive
program for
non-violent
offenders. This
is a voluntary
program that
includes regular
court appearances
before a Judge,
participation in
substance abuse
education, regular
drug testing,
and treatment.

= il i

+4,201 +17.8%
+132 +2.6%
+1,106 +19.1%




Court of Common Pleas

Court of Common Pleas

11 Seated (left to right)

il Judge Merrill C. Trader

glid Chief Judge Alex J. Smalls
i Judge William C. Bradley, Jr.

B Standing (left to right)
§ Judge Kenneth S. Clark, Jr.
] Judge Rosemary B. Beauregard
s Judge Jay Paul James
28 Judge John K. Welch

CONTINUING JUDICIAL EDUCATION

Through the Continuing Judicial
20 Education Program administered by
' ~ the Administrative Office of the
Courts, the judiciary continued the practice of
attending education programs on both national
and local levels.

The judiciary met in September 1999 in
Rehoboth for a two-day program entitled
“Advanced Judicial Writing” featuring Bryan
Garner, Esquire, a nationally prominent speaker
from Dallas, Texas. In March 2000, the judiciary
met at the Buena Vista State Conference Center to
discuss “Our Newest Customer: The Pro-Se
Litigant”. These litigants have caused a dramatic
increase in the courts’ workload. Charisse Hutton,
Esquire, Director of the New Britain, Connecticut
Court Service Center, spoke on issues relating to
operations of a pro se center. 'The judiciary also
received updates on deferred compensation by
State Treasurer Jack Markell and judicial pensions
by Pension Administrator David Craik.

The annual Bench and Bar Conference was
held June 7, 2000 at the Wyndham Plaza Hotel in
Wilmington. The educational program included

Multi-Disciplinary Practice with Steven C. Krane,
Esquire, President-Elect of the New York State Bar
Association; Ethics 2000 with Chief Justice E.
Norman Veasey and Larry J. Fox, Esquire; Civil
Trials: Judge or Jury? with Professor Neil Vidmar
and Judge John E. Babiarz, Jr.; Civil Jury Trials —
The Proposed 5th/6th Constitution Amendment with
Barry 1. Guerke, Esquire, Robert B. Young,
Esquire and Professor Valerie Hans; and the
Advantage of Delaware as the Situs of a Trust with
Richard W. Nenno, Esquire and Thomas R.
Pulsifer, Esquire.

In October 1999, Chief Justice E. Norman
Veasey was a featured speaker at the National
Symposium on the Future of Judicial Branch
Education in St. Louis, Missouri. The Chief
Justice noted the importance of educating not only
the judiciary but court staff as well and challenged
the audience to explore different types of learning
methods such as distance learning. Following the
Symposium, Franny Maguire, Judicial Educator in
the Administrative Office of the Courts, was
installed as President of the National Association
of State Judicial Educators.
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Justice of the Peace Court
e ——————

ustice of the Peace Court Webpage.

Fiscal year 2000 brought the
inauguration of the Justice of the Peace
Court’s webpage, http://courts.state.de.
us/jpcourt/, which provides informa-
tion about court procedures, the court
generally, locations of court sites, and
copies of court forms, the Chief
Magistrate’s legal memoranda and
policy directives, and the Court’s rules,
induding its new cvil rules, which
became effective on July 15, 2000.

Continuing Legal Education for
Judges. Continuing legal education
topics in FY 00 for the judges included
the Court’s new civil rules, probable
cause, driving under the influence,
ethics, and domestic violence. In
addition, judges who serve s
instructors in the Court’s Basic Legal
Education (BLE) program arttended a
two day train the trainer program, in
conjunction with the redesigning of the
BLE program to enhance the Court’s
ability to provide training to new
judges. Twenty-eight of 57 judges
presently sitting, or 50%, have
completed the BLE program.

Strategic Planning Highlights.
Other FY 00 Justice of the Peace Court
highlights induded the successful
implementation of the «civil case
management program in the fall of
1999 (alleviating the frustrations
associated with tracking and processing
cases by hand), substandal efforts
toward the establishment of a derical
career ladder, implementation of the

FISCAL YT

Criminal
Civil

Court’s records retention program, and
other initiatives to  implement
recommendations of the National
Center for State Courts study. For
example, modifications to procedures
for the Voluntary Assessment Center
(VAC), the Court’s mail-in traffic fine
center, have helped reduce processing
delays at the VAC, even given the
VAC's dramatic caseload increase in FY
00. In addition, the Court has received
a grant from the First State Quality
Improvement Fund to conduct a
staffing standards analysis for the civil
courts, similar to the one performed for
the JP criminal courts in FY 99.
Increases in Case Filings. Even
considering efficiencies gained through
civil automation and other strategic
efforts, the Court continues to struggle
to manage its burgeoning caseload. Tts
total case filings increased from
371,450 in FY 99 to 406,488 in FY 00,
with the most significant increases
occurring in New Casde County
criminal courts (an additional 15,710
cases, or a 14% increase from last year),
in Sussex County criminal courts (an
additional 4,881 cases, or up 8% from
last year) and in the Voluntary
Assessment  Center (an  additional
14,782 cases, or up 11% from last
year). This year's increase, when
considered in conjunction with last
year’s increase, represents a 34%
increase between FY 98 and FY 00 —or
94,813 additional case filings in FY 00
(continued on next page)

2000 TOTAL CASES - CASELOAD SUMMARY

Patflcla Walther Griffin
Chief Magistrate

Justice of the
Peace Court
highlights inciuded
the successful
implementation
of the clvil case
management
program,
substantial efforts
towards the
establishment of
a clerical career
ladder, and
implementation
of the Court’s
records retention
program.
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Justice of the Peace Court

as compared to FY 98 total case filings.

Capias Processing — Time Savings for Law
Enforcement and Litigants. In considering ways to
manage its caseload, the Court has looked at using
videophone access to obtain a more equitable
distribution of workload (using a videophone to direct
arraignments and warrant processing to less overloaded
JP Courts) and other methods to enhance its
effectiveness. Another redistribution of workload, or
the Court’s change in policy which permitted JP
Courts to handle other JP Courts’ capiases, has
continued to allow significant time savings for law
enforcement, corrections and defendants by reducing
travel time between courts. Prior to this policy, the
police or correctional officer were required to
transport a defendant to each JP Court in which the
defendant had an outstanding capias; now, the first
Court where the defendant is taken or appears
through the use of the videophone usually handles all
pending capiases. In FY 00, 6,243 JP Court capiases
have been handled by courts other than the
originating JP Court, saving thousands of hours of
officers’ travel time. The Court also handled 10,400
Court of Common Pleas capiases, 2,524 Family
Court capiases, and 2,876 Superior Court capiases.

Justice of the Peace Court Award for
Outstanding Judicial Service. The Honorable
Bonita Lee was selected to receive the first annual
Chief Justice’s Award for Outstanding Judicial
Service for the Justice of the Peace Court., This
award was established by the Chief Justice to
recognize Justices of the Peace who demonstrate
outstanding judicial service, including demonstrated
professionalism, sensitivity to litigants, witnesses,
jurors and colleagues, strong work ethic, legal,
analytical and writing skills, and teamwork. Judge
Lee has served as Deputy Chief Magistrate for New
Castle County since July 1998, and joined the
Justice of the Peace Court in October 1990. She is
committed to the highest professional standards and
was recognized for her dignified and gracious
presence, calming influence on litigants and fellow
judges, impressive analytical and problem solving
skills, and ability to manage a demanding
administrative workload (court assignments and
scheduling of 28 judges and 8 courts), along with her

judicial duties.

Justice of the Peace Court Employee of the
Year. Willard Irwin, Justice of the Peace Court
Clerk at Justice of the Peace Court No. 7 in Dover,
was named Justice of the Peace Court 1999
Employee of the Year for his exceptional
accomplishment, initiative and long and outstanding
State service. Since beginning his commitment to
serving the public, especially during his tenure as the
midnight to 8 am. derk in Dover, Will has
demonstrated loyalty, perseverance, and has skillfully
and courteously handled all court customers. m
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Justice of the Peace Court

NEW CASTLE COUNTY
Seated from left: Judge Bonita Lee Judge Roger Barton Judge Laurence Fitchett,
Judge Wayne Hanby (Deputy Chief Magistrate)  Judge Rosalind Toulson Judge Marilyn Letts
Judge Vernon Taylor Judge Roberto Lopez Judge Sean McCormack Judge Thomas Brown
Judge Nancy Roberts Standing from left: Judge Joseph Schiavi Not pictured:
Judge Linda Gray Judge Paul Smith Judge Thomas Cole Judge Robert Armstrong
Judge Rosalie Rutkowski Judge James Tull Judge David Skelley Judge Stanley Petraschuk
Judge Katharine Ross Judge Kathleen Lucas Judge Thomas Kenney Judge Edward Poling
Judge Marie Page Judge Clarence Bennett Judge William Moser
SUSSEX COUNTY
Seated from left:
Judge Jeni Coffelt
9 Judge Marcealeate Ruffin
Judge Sheila Blakely
(Deputy Chief Magistrate)
M Judge Edward Davis
Judge John O’Bier
Judge Wiliam Brittingham
Judge Margaret Barrett
Standing from left:
Judge John McKenzie
Judge William Boddy
Judge Richard Comly
Judge John Martin
KENT COUNTY Judge Joseph Melson
From left: Judge Howard William Mulvaney
Judge Charles Stump Judge Herman Hagan
(Deputy Chief Magistrate) Judge William Hopkins
Judge Harvey Leighty Judge John Hudson
Judge Margaret Barrett, Judge William Patrick Wood
Judge Frederick Dewey
Judge Russell Rash Not pictured:
Not pictured: Judge Jana Mollohan
Judge Ernst Arndt Judge Terry Smith
Judge Karen Bundek
Judge Fred Lord
Judge James Murray
Judge Ellis Parrott
Judge Agnes Pennella
Judge Robert Wall
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Alderman’s Court

FISCATL YUAR 2000 TOYTAL CASES
CASTLOAD SUMMLIRY

NEW CASTLE

Newark 5,243 9,147 9,399 4,991 -252 -4.8%
Newport N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SUSSEX COUNTY

Bethany Beach N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Delmar 579 830 1,021 388 -191 -33.0%
Dewey Beach 0 1,358 1,358 0 0

Laurel 272 2,102 2,098 276 +4 +1.5%
Ocean View 0 0 0 0

Rehoboth Beach 193 1,241 1,092 342

*The unit of count for criminal and traffic cases is the charge. For example, a defendant with three charges disposed of is counted as three
dispositions.

Alderman Harold Britton Barber, Bethany Beach
Alderman Francis J. Pryal, Bethany Beach
Alderman David B. Striegel, Delmar

Sr. Alderman Marvin Guberman, Dewey Beach
Assistant Alderman Roger Mallet, Dewey Beach
Alderman Paul H. Sheridan, Laurel

Chief Alderman Loreto P. Rufo, Newark

Assistant Alderman Robert P. Welshmer, Newark
Alderman Joyce Nolan, Newport

Assistant Alderman Barry Newstadt, Newport
Alderman Melanie Buchanan Nooney, Ocean View
Alderman Michael ]. DeFiore, Rehoboth Beach

CHIEF JUSTICE’'S AWARED FOR OUTSTANDING JUDICIAL SERVICE
JUDGE JEROME O. HERLIHY

Chief Justice E. Norman Veasey presented the
Fifth Annual Chief Justice’s Award for
Outstanding Judicial Service to Judge Jerome O.
Herlihy of the Superior Court at a meeting of the
Delaware Judicial Conference on September 30,
1999.

Judge William T. Quillen and Judge William
C. Carpenter, Jr. nominated Judge Herlihy citing
Judge Herlihy’s conscientious performance of his
judicial duties and his dedication to true case
progress. Judge Herdihy is particularly
distinguished for his effectiveness in helping to
create the nationally prominent Drug Court, in
reforming the Superior Court’s work to establish a
sharing of cvil and criminal responsibilities, in

rewriting the criminal jury instructions, and in
keeping his colleagues current on pending and
recently enacted legislation.

The Chief Justice also noted Judge Herlihy’s
leadership in a number of administrative areas,
induding his current role as Chair of the
Automated Sentence Order Committee, which is
striving to change the sentencing process in all the
ctiminal courts in Delaware. The Chief Justice
echoed the sentiments of Judge Quillen by saying,
“In an era of specialization, he is a true Superior
Court Judge of the old school—he does it all.
Judge Herlihy is a tireless constant in the
push for excellence in the Judiciary.”
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Message from Chief Justice E. Norman Veasey

E. NORMAN VEASEY \ December 2000
CHIEF JUSTICE

SUPREME COURT OF DELAWARE

To the Governor, Members of the General Assembly, and Citizens of the State of Delaware:

It is my honor to present the 2000 Annual Report of the Delaware Judiciary. The Judiciary’s theme for
the past year has been to promote unity through collaborative effort. The courts have worked unselfishly in the
intense coordination of the new New Castle County Courthouse, in the development of a proposed systemwide
case and financial management system, and most recently, in the preparation of a unified budget request.

Under Administrative Directive No. 122, I established a Council of Court Administrators operating
under the leadership of State Court Administrator, Dennis B. Jones. The purpose of this Council is to expand
the concept of systemwide cooperation by having the State Court Administrator and court administrators meet
on a regular basis to develop systemwide administrative initiatives and policies to promote innovation, efficiency,
and consistency within the Judicial Branch. My goal, which will continue into next year, is to have all courts
address administrative issues in a unified manner.

I want to give special thanks to the Governor and the General Assembly for their generous support in
supplying funds necessary to build the new courthouse in Wilmington. This building represents a once in a
lifetime opportunity for our citizens to have access to the court system in a state of the art building dedicated
to meeting the needs of the citizens. For the first time, all the courts are developing processes, procedures and
policies to perform centralized services such as filing, cashiering, security, administration, financial management,
and case management in a coordinated and uniform fashion. Multiple courts locating in this new facility will
enhance the Judiciary’s ability to provide our citizens with swift and fair justice.

The Judiciary is also working together to provide greater assistance to both courts and litigants in cases
in which litigants are representing themselves on a pro se basis. Funds have previously been allocated to
develop a pro se center for the Family Court in Kent County. To help unrepresented litigants file procedurally
and substantively accurate documents, the courts are working to establish pro se centers in each county where
pro se litigants can access information concerning court procedures, rules, forms, and processes.

The State Judiciary, Council of Court Administrators and our dedicated and hard working judicial
employees will continue to provide our individual and corporate citizens with a modern and reliable court
system. We will uphold the values of a strong work ethic, integrity, efficiency, competence and promprness that

the Delaware courts have established in earning their national reputation for excellence.

Respecttully,



UCTION TO THE DELAWARE COURT SYSTEM

The Delaware judiciary is composed of
the Supreme Court, the Court of Chancery,
the Superior Court, the Family Court, the
Court of Common Pleas, the Justice of the Peace
Court, the Alderman’s Courts, and related judicial
agencies.

In terms of interrelationships among the courts,
the Delaware Court system is similar to a pyramid.
The Justice of the Peace Court and the Alderman’s
Courts represent the base of the pyramid and the
Supreme Court the apex of the pyramid. As a litigant
goes upward through the court system pyramid, the
legal issues generally become more complex and,
thus, more costly to litigate. For this reason, cases
decided as close as possible to the entry level of the
court system generally result in cost savings to the
judiciary in resources used to handle the martters
and in speedier resolution of the issues at hand for
the litigants.

The Justice of the Peace Court, the initial entry
level into the court system for most citizens, have
jurisdiction over civil cases in which the disputed
amount is less than $15,000. In criminal cases, the
Justice of the Peace Court hears cerrain
misdemeanors and most motor vehicle cases
(excluding felonies) and the Justices of the Peace
may act as committing magistrates for all crimes.
Appeals from the Justice of the Peace Court may be
taken to the Court of Common Pleas. Over one-
half of all cases are disposed of rapidly at the Justice
of the Peace Court level without further impact on
the remainder of the judicial system.

The Court of Common Pleas has jurisdiction in
civil cases where the amount in controversy, exclusive
of interest, does not exceed $50,000. In criminal
cases, the Court of Common Pleas handles all
misdemeanors occurring in the State except certain
drug-related offenses and traffic offenses. Appeals
may be taken to the Superior Court. The Court is
also responsible for all preliminary hearings in felony
cases.

The Family Court has extensive jurisdiction over
virtually all family and juvenile matters. All civil
appeals, including those relating to juvenile
delinquency, go directly to the Supreme Court while
criminal cases are appealed to the Superior Court.

The Superior Court, the State’s court of general
jurisdiction, has original jurisdiction over criminal

A

and civil cases except equity cases. The
Court has exclusive jurisdiction over felonies
and almost all drug offenses. In civil matters,
the Court’s authority to award damages is not subject
to a monetary maximum. The Superior Court also
serves as an intermediate appellate court by hearing
appeals on the record from the Court of Common
Pleas, the Family Court (in criminal cases), and a
number of administrative agencies. Appeals from
the Superior Court may be taken on the record to
the Supreme Court.

The Court of Chancery has jurisdiction to hear
all marters relating to equity. The litigation in this
tribunal deals largely with corporate issues, trusts,
estates, other fiduciary matters, disputes involving
the purchase of land and questions of title to real
estate as well as commercial and contractual matters.
The Court of Chancery has a national reputation
in the business community and is responsible for
developing the case law in Delaware on corporate
matters. Appeals from the Court of Chancery may
be taken on the record to the Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court is the State’s appellate court
which receives direct appeals from the Court of
Chancery, the Superior Court, and the Family
Court. As administrative head of the courts, the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, in consultation
with the other justices, sets administrative policy
for the court system.

The Administrative Office of the Courts,
including the Judicial Information Center and the
Office of the State Court Collections Enforcement,
provide those centralized services to the Delaware
judiciary which are consistent with the statewide
policies and goals for judicial administration and
support operations as established by the chief justice
of the Supreme Courrt.

Other agencies associated with the Delaware
Judiciary include these state funded agencies:
Violent Crimes Compensation Board, Child
Placement Review Board, Educational Surrogate
Parent Coordinator, Prothonotaries, Law Libraries,
and Public Guardian. The majority of the
components of the Delaware judicial system are
funded by the State. Exceprions to this are the
Alderman’s Courts, the Registers in Chancery and
the Registers of Wills for the Court of Chancery,
and the Sheriffs’ Offices.
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THE DELAWARE COURT SYSTEM

_ COURT OF LAST RESORT

SUPREME COURT

Final appellate jurisdiction for criminal cases in
which the sentence exceeds certain minimums, and in
civil cases as to final judgments, certain orders of the
Court of Chancery, the Superior Court, and the
Family Court and court designated boards. Issuer of

certain writs.

EQUTTY COURT

COURT OF CHANCERY

Hear/determine all matters and causes in equity
(typically corporate, trust, fiduciary matters,
land sale, real estate, and commercial/
contractual matters).

SUPERIOR COURT

Original statewide jurisdiction over criminal
and civil cases (except equity cases). Exclusive
Jurisdiction over felonies and drug offenses
(except marijuana possession and most felonies/
drugs involving minors). Involuntary
commitments to Delaware State Hospital.
Intermediate appellate court.

 COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTIO

FamiLy Courr

Extensive jurisdiction over all domestic
relations matters, including divorce, custody,
visitation, child and spousal support, and
property division. Jurisdiction over intrafamily
misdemeanors, misdemeanor crimes against
children, and civil domestic violence protective
orders. Jurisdiction over all juvenile offenses
except murder, rape, and kidnapping.

Court oF COMMON PLEAS

Statewide jurisdiction in civil actions involving
less than $50,000. All criminal misdemeanors
(except certain drug-related offenses and traffic
offenses). Responsible for all preliminary
hearings. Appeals from the Justice of the Peace
Court, Alderman’s Courts, and the Division of
Motor Vehicles.

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

All civil cases involving less than $15,000.
Certain misdemeanors and most motor vehicle
cases (except felonies). May act as committing
magistrate for all crimes. Landlord/tenant
disputes.

ALDERMAN’S COURTS

Minor misdemeanors, traffic, parking, and
minor civil matter occurring within town limits
(specific jurisdiction varies with town charter,
as approved by the General Assembly).




FiscAL OVERVIEW

SUMM ARY OF JUDICIAL BUDGETS - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000-2001-2002

BY 2002
‘Req’u:st

FY 2000 Actual
. »Disbyrsemem

 FY 1999Acmal -

STATE / - Disbursement

FY 2001 Bu&gét

Administrative Office of the Courts#
Ct. Appointed Attorney Programs**
Victim Offender Mediation Program**
Elder Law Program**

Judicial Information Center#

State Court Collections Enforcement
Supreme Court

Retired Judges Program**

Continuing Judicial Education* *

Court of Chancery##

Office of the Public Guardian
Superior Court

Law Libraries

Family Court

Court of Common Pleas

Justice of the Peace Courts

Violent Crimes Compensation Board
Child Placement Review Board***
Educational Surrogate Parent Program
Office of the Child Advocate

$ 1,810.000
1.060.600
269,100
2.752.200
426.400
2,301,700
18,600
47.900
1,967,500
376,300
15,212,900
488.900
14,207,300
5.196.400
11.600.900
1,420,200
397.600
69.300

$ 1921300
1.129.400
344.800
2.463.700
427.800
3.058.100
17.600
53.800
2.029.800
366.000
15.747.800
467,000
15,338.900
5.731.200
11,944.000
1.192.400
487.300
74.700
90,700

$  1.850.200
1,224.300
424.800
50.000
2.506.700
431.800
2,323,100
30.000
73.300
2.052.900
400.000
15.941.500
483.800
16.288.900
6.444,600
12.695.000
2,206,200
423,700
71,000
349.400

$ 7.700.800
1,764.300
424,800
50,000
11.571,300
435,600
2.335.000
30.000
73.300
3.233.600
482.900
16.312.800
525,400
16.832.000
6.597.000
13,319,000
2,210,200
528,600
71,000
353.100

et

TOTALS

S 59623800 |

. $ 62,886,300 I

$ 84,850,700

| 1999 actial o Fyaoer

: G 1.0 Disbursement . _Appropristions -
NEW CASTLE COUNTY
Register in C hancery $ 773.028 $ 827.776 $ 815,018
Register of Wills 967.373 1.012.891 1.054,200
Prothonotary 79.295 79.295 74,500
Sheriff 1,132,821 1,180.915 1,272,735
New Castle County Totals $ 2,952,517 $ 3,110,877 $ 3,216,453
KENT COUNTY
Register in C hancery $ 155.000 $ 157,700 $ 149.700
Register of Wills 148,000 145,600 151,100
Sheriff 250.500 284.900 309,500
Kent County Totals $ 553,500 $ 588,200 $ 610,300
SUSSEX COUNTY
Register in C hancery $ 122,698 $ 124,207 $ 146.332
Register of Wills 154.935 166,341 174,630
Sheriff 286,244 275571 348,796
Sussex County Totals $ 563.877 566,119 $ 669,758
MUNICIPALITIES
Alderman's Courts N/A N/A
GRAND TOTAI 1CIAL BRANCH Jeiis 53;693@'6,9;1 S f'":fsfj»s{w,fzw,-7,1"1}'

*Figures may include State governed funds. federal funds and other funds.
**These programs are funded as part of the Administrative Office of the Courts. They are shown seperately here for informational

purposes.

***This Board was previously known as the Foster Care Review Board. The name of the organization was changed in FY 2001.
#The majority of the growth is in one-time funding related to the new courthouse in Wilmington.
##The majority of the growth is the proposed transfer of the Reigster in Chancery offices from county control to state control.




FISCAL OVERVIEW

COURT GENERATED REVENUE* - FISCAL YEAR 2000
SUBMITTED TO STATE GENERAL FUND

ey Reventie as
F eg: :;:d Miscellaneots-| - Totals : :F‘Disz/odr :2_
i ments***
Administrative Office of the Courts $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 0.0%
Judicial Information Center 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
State Court Collections Enforcement Office 0 0 0 100 100 0.0%
Supreme Court 55,900 0 0 0 55,900 1.8%
Court of Chancery 0 0 199.800 0 199,800 9.8%
Office of the Public Guardian 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Superior Court 1,512,500 309,600 74.200 451.900] 2.348.200 14.9%
Law Libraries 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Family Court 508.700 73.400 0 38.600 620,700 4.0%
Court of Common Pleas 1,519,700 942,200 0 45,600 2.507.500 43.7%
Justice of'the Peace Court 2,102,100 993,400 0 9.800] 3,105,300 26.0%
Child Placement Review Board**** 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Educational Surrogate Parent Program 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Office of the Child Advocate 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Alderman's Courts 0 0 0 13,528 13,528 0.0%
STATE“JGENERAL‘}FUN’DSi‘TO'PALS';‘ I $5,6:?8,909 ‘.,$2»31-8,600' <8 274,000 S ’559,523,'ih" $8,851,028] 1;4;]%
Feesand | Fies | Interesi** | Miscelneous | | Revenue as
T Costs 1 . - Ca% et
' : S J o ¢| Disbursement#
Superior Court $0 $ 385.589 $ 0 $ 0 $ 385,589 .-
Family Court 0 24,527 0 0 24,527 ----
Court of Common Pleas 0 738.729 0 0 738.729 —---
Justice of the Peace Court 0 1.354.528 0 0 1.354.528 ——--
Alderman's Courts 0 157.615 0 0 157.615 ----
Restitution 0 86.018 0 0 86.018 me--
Other 0 7.112 23.167 63.211 93.490 cae-
'VIOLENT CRIMES =~ . 80 82754118 523067| se3211| 52,840,496 238.2%
COMPENSATION BOARD | L : i w i “o : i : :
TOTALS. = = oy Nl B

*Figures represent only revenue actually received. not the total amount of fines and costs assessed.

**Counties receive 50% of all Court of Chancery interest money.

***FY 2000 revenue divided by FY 2000 Actual Disbursement. which includes State General Funds. Federal Funds and
Other Funds.

****This Board was previously known as the Foster Care Review Board. The name was changed in FY 2001.

#FY 2000 revenue divided by FY 2000 actual disbursement.

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

COURT GENERATED REVENUE#* - FISCAL YEAR 2000
SUBMITTED TO NEW CASTLE COUNTY

| Revenue as a

| Fees & Costs Interest** | Miscellaneous | Totals % of

o 4 Nt N S e : | disbursement#
Register in Chancery $ 704,091 $ 0 $ 205,416 $ 0 $ 909,507 109.9%
Register of Wills 2,269,807 0 0 0 2,269,807 224.1%
Prothonotary 37,144 694 0 0 37.838 47.7%
Sheriff 1,346,746 0 48,206 0 1,394,952 117.1%
Justice of the Peace Court 0 725,982 0 0 7259821 @ --eee--
TOTALS -$.4,357,788 ‘ $7266761 $ 253,622 . $ 0} ,;ﬁ$5;i3>38,086 148.3%

COURT GENERATED REVENUE* - FISCAL YEAR 2000

SUBMITTED TO KENT COUNTY

- TOtalS ki
' | csbursements
Register m Chancery $ 26,561 $ 0 $0 $ 0 $ 26,561 16.8%
Register of Wills 415,998 0 0 0 415,998 285.7%
Sheriff 416,581 0 0 0 416,581 146.2%
Justice of the Peace Court 0 2,601 0 0 2,601 e
TOTALS 1 8859140t s 2601]
»

Register in Chancery $ 45,796 $ 0 $2,860 $0 $ 48.656

Register of Wills 632,826 0 0 0 632.826 380.4%
Sheriff 366,548 0 0 0 366,548 133.0%
Justice of the Peace Court 0 811 0 0 81| e
TOTALS 1 ~’~$1;045;fi"‘*7b"] o ossu| o osuseo| 8.841 | O 1851%

*Figures represent only revenue collected. not the total amount of fines and costs assessed.
**Counties receive 30% of all Court of Chancery interest money.
#FY 2000 revenue divided by FY 2000 actual disbursement.

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

COURT GENERATED REVENUE* - FISCAL YEAR 2000
SUBMITTED TO MUNICIPALITIES

iy e - g at L ’Rgﬁenﬁeasa
| Fees & Costs | Fines | Interest** | Miscellaneous |  Totals |  %of

-disbursement#
Court of Common Plkas $ 0] $ 833,412 $0 $ 0 $ 833.412 14.5%
Justice of the Peace Court 0 2,867,938 0 0 2.867.738 24.0%
Alderman's Courts 226,670 601,959 0 0 828.629 N/A
TOTALS | s266m| s4303309]  sof s 0| 845209790  NA

Totals -

| s 12187668 553649 | 5 622739 sas2d6064|  376%

SR

RESTITUTION - FISCAL YEAR 2000

Restitution Assessed | Restitution Colliect'e‘»d Restitution Disbursed
Supreme Court $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Court of Chancery 0 0 0
Superior Court 4,083,558 1,155,986 1,188,863
Family Court 249,993 182,187 186.765
Court of Common Pleas 378,501 338,619 313,100
Justice of the Peace Court 93,392 99,201 100,726
STARE. o o sasosas| o sumsees| s 1789454

*Figures represent only revenue actually collected, not the amount assessed.
**Counties receive 50% ot all Court of Chancery interest money.

#FY 2000 revenue divided by FY 2000 actual disbursement. which includes state general, federal, and other funds.
Source: Administrative Office of the Courts



FISCAL OVERVIEW

DELAWARE GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS*
FISCAL YEAR 2000
STATE APPROPRIATIONS -- TOTAL ($2.011,627.500)

State Appropriations
Total $2,011,627,500

8 Judcil Brinch
S36.821.500
2R

0 Higkr Bdeation
S192.337.600
9.30%

W Exconne Buuch
SEORATI000
S92

B egstatve Bauch
STL298.100
0.56%

0 Public baweation
8666697300
333445

DELAWARE GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS*
FISCAL YEAR 2000
STATE APPROPRIATIONS -- JUDICIARY ($56,821,500)

State Appropriations
JUDICIARY B
S20m 30 37%
& Administrative Office of' the Counts

Total $56,821,500 Sansn a0

@ Judcial Informaton Ceraer
$210.50  37%

o Court of Chanxary
205,300 3.5%

0 Syperior Cort
BISIA5.900 26.6%

B 1awlitraries
FHOLI0 08

alamily Coant
$12399200° 2184

W Cinrt of Gominon Pleas
$5597.70  99%

8 e of the Peace Gy
12108900 203G

B Orher *#

i 3152330 27%

*The chart reflects state general fund monies only. In addition to those amounts, the Supreme Court received $65.500, the
Family Court received $2.723.700. the Court of Common Pleas received $30.700 and the Violent Crimes Compensation
Board received $2.196.900 in appropriated special funds.

**QOther: Public Guardian ($386.200). Office of State Court Collections Enforcement ($419.600). Child Placement Review
Board ($408.800). Educational Surrogate Program ($68.700) and the Office of the Child Advocate ($240.000).

Source: 140th General Assembly. House Bill 400.
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Supreme Court

Legal Authorization

The Supreme Court is created by the
Constitution of Delaware, Article IV, Section
1. The Supreme Court sits in Dover but the
justices maintain their chambers in the
counties where they reside.

Court History

The modern Supreme Court was established
in 1951 by constitutional amendment. The
State’s first separate Supreme Court initially
consisted of three justices and was enlarged to
the current five justices in 1978.

Prior to 1951, Delaware was without a separate
Supreme Court. The highest appellate
authority prior to the creation of the separate
Supreme Court consisted of those judges who
did not participate in the original litigation in
the lower courts. These judges would hear the
appeal en banc (collectively) and would exercise
final jurisdiction in all matters in both law and
equity.

Jurisdiction

The Court has final appellate jurisdiction in
criminal cases in which the sentence exceeds
certain minimums and in civil cases as to final
judgments and for certain other orders of the
Court of Chancery, the Superior Court, and
the Family Court. Appeals are heard on the
record. Under some circumstances, the
Supreme Court has jurisdiction to issue writs
of prohibition, quo warranto, certiorari, and
mandamus.

Justices

The Supreme Court consists of a chief justice
and four justices who are nominated by the
Governor and confirmed by the Senate. The
justices are appointed for 12-year terms and
must be learned in the law and citizens of the
State. Three of the justices must be of one of
the major political parties while the other rwo
justices must be of the other major political

party.

Administration

The chief justice is responsible for the
administration of all courts in the State and
appoints a State Court Administrator to
manage the non-judicial aspects of court
administration. The Supreme Court is staffed
by a clerk of the court, staff attorneys, an
assistant clerk, law clerks, secretaries, and court
clerks.



SUPREME COURT

FISCAL YEAR 2000 - TOTAL CASELOAD
ASELOAD SUMMARY

n | % Change in

; Pending
Criminal Appeals 142 273 240 175 +33 +23.2%
Civil Appeals 144 317 298 163 +19 +13.2%
Original Applications* 14 66 61 19 +5 +35.7%
TOTALS = 300 656 sl 37| +19.0%

1999 f° 20000 | Change | % Change
Criminal Appeals 232 273 +41 +17.7%
Civil Appeals 263 317 +54 +20.5%
Certifications 2 4 +100.0%
Original Applications 42 45 +7.1%
Board on Professional Responsibility 17 14 -17.6%
Board of Bar Examiners 1 ] 0.0%
Unauthorized Practice of Law 0 21 +21 a
Advisory Opinions 1 0 -100.0%

» & -\' . . = i L = J i -

Criminal Appeals 203 240 +37 +18.2%
Civil Appeals 267 298 +31 +11.6%
Certifications 1 3 +2 +200.0%
Origmal Applications 39 41 +2 +5.1%
Board on Professional Responsibility 14 14 0 0.0%
Board of Bar Examiners 2 2 0 0.0%
Unauthorized Practice of Law 0 1 +1l e
Advisory Opinions 1 0 -1 -100.0%

5 i e 5 ™ i . 5 3 : = 2 N
TOTALS Fo L 271 ; \599.‘; o #13.5%

*Board on Professional Responsibility. Board of Bar Examiners. Unauthorized Practice of Law cases and Advisory Opinions are

included with the original applications in the Caseload Summary. Each is listed separately. however. in the C
Unauthorized Practice of Law = Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law

Source: Clerk of the Supreme Court: Administrative Office of the Courts
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SUPREME COURT

B Filings

) Dispositions
Pending

Supreme Court Total
10 Year Caseload Trend

1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 997 1999 | 2000
Filings 474 530 542 488 530 532 551 554 558 656
Dispositions 444 549 552 482 495 535 537 582 527 599
Pending at End of Year 274 255 245 251 286 283 297 269 300 357
Supreme Court Total
5 Year Projected Filings
g 3 YeEAT | 800 Actual Projected
Base ! 600 | . I 8
400
—a— 10 Year 200
Base | 0 — — 1
| — N N N N
(o] o (o] o Q
© o o O o
- N w S a
11991 1992 | 1993 § 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 2003 { 2004 | 2005
5 Year s | e eeee | e | —-ao} 532 551 554 558 656 647) 672 e98| 723 749
Base
g)a::ar 474 | 530 | sa2| 4s88| s530| s532] ss51| ssal| ss8| 6s6| e11| 624 636| 649] 662

Trend lines computed by regression analysis.
Source: Clerk of the Supreme Court: Administrative Office of the Courts
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SUPREME COURT

FISCAL YEAR 2000 - CASELOAD BREAKDOWNS

FILINGS

Non-Court | ryrr s

Origmated
Criminal Appeals 0 0.0% 273 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 273 100.0%
Civil Appeais 54 17.0% 183 57.7% 80 25.2% 0 0.0% 317F 100.0%
Certifications 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0%
Original Applications 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 45 100.0% 45 100.0%
Board on Professional Responsibility 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 14 100.0% 4] 100.0%
Board of Bar Examiners 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% | 100.0% I 100.0%
Unauthorized Practice of Law 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 21 100.0% 21 100.0%
T()TALS = . 54 :82% ’ 45",6"‘ = 69.5% 801 122% 66| 10.1% 656! 100.0%

FISCAL YEAR 2000 - CASELOAD BREAKDOWNS
DISPOSITIONS

| Originated |

Criminal Appeals 0 0.0% 2401 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 240§ 100.0%
Civil Appeals 61| 20.5% 170 37.0% 671 22.5% 0 0.0% 2981 100.0%
Certifications 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 31 100.0% 31 100.0%
Original Applications 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 411 100.0% 411 100.0%
Board on Professional Responsibility 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 141 100.0% 14| 100.0%
Board of Bar Examiners 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2| 100.0% 21 100.0%
Unauthorized Practice of Law 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1] 100.0% 1} 100.0%
TOTALS 61} 102% 684% | 67 I:;;:n.z};@ _1 599 l 100.0%

FISCAL YEAR 2000 - CASELOAD BREAKDOWNS
CHANGE IN PENDING

Non-Court |

- Court Originated . | 78

Criminal Appeals 0 0 0 +33T
Civil Appeals -7 +13 0 +19
Certifications 0 0 +1 +1
Original Applications 0 0 +4 +4
Board on Professional Responsibility 0 0 0 0
Board of Bar Examiners 0 0 -1 -1
Unauthorized Practice of Law 0 0 +1 +1

) sl +3, +57

Unauthorized Practice of Law = Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law
Source: Clerk of the Supreme Court: Administrative Oftice of the Courts
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SUPREME COURT

TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS - FISCAL YEAR 2000 - CASELOAD

APPEALS DISPOSITIONS

Affimed Pary " Voluntary | Court

Affirmed Dismi i
Reversed Part Dismissal - | Dismissal

Criminal Appeals | 159 66.3% | 71 2.9%] 10} 4.2%} 1| 04%] 20| 8.3%]| 43[ 17.9% 0] 00%]| 0] 0.0%] 240 100.0%
Civil Appeals | 156 ] 43.5% | 7| 1.9%| 181 5.0%| 4] 11%]| 49 13.6%| 90| 25.10%| 14| 3.9% 21] 5.8%| 359 100.0%
TOTALS | 315 526% | 14] 23% | 28] 47% | 5| 08% | 9| 11.5% | 133 222% | 14| 23% | 21{ 35% | 599 | 100.0%

TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS - FISCAL YEAR 2000 - CASELOAD
MISCELLANEOUS DISPOSITIONS

| e | Aot f e | o i | Dt
Original Applications | 0| 0.0%| 1] 24%| 1] 24%]| 2| 49%| 37| 902%| of 0.0%| o 0.0%| o] 00%] 41| 100.0%
Certifications of 0o%lol o00%|2]e67| 0f 0.0%| of 00%| of 00%| o] 00%| 1] 333%| 3] 1000%
Bd. On Prof Resp. | 8| 57.1%[ 5| 357%| of 0.0%| of 0.0%] of o00%| o] 00%| of 00| 1| 71%} 14] 100.0%
Bd. Of Bar Exam. 0 00%]0 0.0%] 01 0.0%] 0] 0.0% 1] 500%] 1] 50.0%] 0] 0.0%] O 0.0% 2| 100.0%
Un. Prac. OfLaw [ 0] 0.0%f 1] 100.0% | of 0.0%| o] 0.0%| of 00%| o] 00%| o] 00%| of o00%| 1] 100.0%
TOTALS - |8|131%|7]| us%]|3 »4'.9%1 2| 33% 38 J 623% | 1] 16%| ofo0%| 2| 33%| 61]100.0%

TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS - FISCAL YEAR 2000 - CASELOAD
METHODS OF DISPOSITIONS

Criminal Appeals 171 7.1% 2 0.8% 201 83.8% 20 8.3% 0 0.0% 240} 100.0%
Civil Appeals 261 8.7% 3 1.7% 2191 73.5% 481 16.1% 0 0.0% 298| 100.0%
Certifications 1l 33.3% 1l 33.3% Il 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 31 100.0%
Original Applications 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 381 92.7% 1 2.4% 2 4.9% 411 100.0%
Board on Professional Resp. 0 0.0% 6] 42.9% 8] 57.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 141 100.0%
Board of Bar Examiners 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 21 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 21 100.0%
Un. Prac. Of Law 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1} 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1} 100.0%
TOTALS 44! 7.3%{ 4l 23% ; »4701; 785% | - 69| 5% 599 100.0%

*Action taken includes disbarments. suspensions and reinstatements.
Bd. on Prof. Resp. = Board on Professional Responsibility

Bd. of Bar Exam. = Board of Bar Examiners

Un. Prac. of Law = Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law

Source: Clerk of the Supreme Court: Administrative Office of the Courts
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SUPREME COURT

FISCAL YEAR 2000 -PERFORMANCE SUMM ARY

AVERAGE ELAPSED TIME TO DISPOSITION

Numberof | Av rage Time From ootz Tane From

Dispositions | - Filing to Disposition Subtmsion o

: ity e Disposition*
Crimimnal Appeals 240 211.9 days 38.3 days
Civil Appeals 298 181.6 days 31.4 days
Certifications 3 132.7 days 64.7 days
Original Applications 41 47.7 days 18.8 days
Board on Professional Responsiblity 14 165.7 days 29.6 days
Board of Bar Exammers 2 164.0 days 17.5 days
Unauthorized Practice of Law 1 84.0 days 5.0 days
TOTALS =~ 599 1838 da)fi 33.3 days

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000 - PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

199 | 2000 | Change | % Change
Criminal Appeals 233.5 days 211.9 days -21.6 days -93%
Civil Appeals 175.9 days 181.6 days +5.7 days +3.2%
Certifications 27.0 days 132.7 days +105.7 days - +391.5%
Original Applications 26.6 days 47.7 days +21.1 days +79.3%
Board on Professional Responsibility 95.7 days 165.7 days +70.0 days +73.1%
Board of Bar Examiners 436.0 days 164.0 days -272.0 days -62.4%
Unauthorized Practice of Law | ... days 84.0 days| = ----- daysf  -----
TOTALS ' ' 185-'?/»(@;[:' C 1838days|  adays|  -10%

*Average time from date submitted for judicial decision to actual date of disposition. Not all Supreme Court dispositions require a

Jjudicial decision.

Unauthorized Practice of Law = Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law
Source: Clerk of the Supreme Court: Administrative Office of the Courts




SUPREME COURT

FISCAL YEAR 2000 - PERFORMANCE BREAKDOWNS
ELAPSED TIME BY DISPOSITION TYPE

s | Numberof | Average Time From |

Type B Dispositon ~ Digpositions Filing to Disposition | na
Affirmed 315 225.4 days 34.7 days
Affirmed Part/Reversed Part 14 469.6 days 91.3 days
Reversed 28 324.9 days 69.9 days
Remanded S 241.4 days 49.0 days
Voluntary Dismissal 69 113.0 days -—--
Court Dismissal 133 83.2 days 17.9 days
Leave to Appeal Denied 14 19.9 days 13.3 days
Other 21 145.1 days 32.2 days
TOTALS i 599,: : 1838 333 days

FISCAL YEAR 2000 -PERFORMANCE BREAKDOWNS
ELAPSED TIME BY DISPOSITION METHOD

Method of Disposition

Dispositions

Numbe‘i'%‘of |

Average.

| Disposition*

~Submis nto :

Assigned Opinion

412.6 days

44 102.9 days
Per Curiam Opinion 14 294.6 days 55.3 days
Written Order 470 170.1 days 26.2 days
Voluntary Dismissal 69 113.0days| -
Other 2 28.0 days 17.0 days

*Average time from date submitted for judicial decision to actual date of disposition. Not all Supreme Court cases require a

Jjudicial decision,

Source: Clerk of the Supreme Court: Administrative Office of the Coutts



Court of Chancery

Legal Authorization

The Constitution of Delaware, Article 1V,
Section 1, authorizes the Court of Chancery.

Court History

The Court of Chancery came into existence
as a separate court under the Constitution of
1792. It was modeled on the High Court of
Chancery in England and is in direct line of
succession from the Court. The Court
consisted solely of the chancellor until 1939
when the position of vice chancellor was added.
The increase of the Court’s workload, since
then, has led to further expansions to its present
complement of a chancellor and four vice
chancellors, with the addition of the fourth
vice chancellor being made in 1989.

Geographic Organization

The Court of Chancery holds court in
Wilmington, Dover and Georgetown. The
Court of Chancery consists of one chancellor
and four vice chancellors. The chancellor and
vice chancellors are nominated by the Governor
and must be confirmed by the Senate for 12-
vear terms. The chancellor and vice chancellors
must be learned in the law and must be
Delaware citizens.

Public Guardian

The chancellor has the duty to appoint the
public guardian.

Support Personnel

The chancellor may appoint court reporrers,
bailiffs, criers or pages, and law clerks. The
register in chancery is the clerk of the court
for all actions except those within the
jurisdiction of the register of wills. A register
in chancery is elected for each county. The
chancellor or vice chancellor resident in the
county is to appoint one chief deputy register
in chancery in each county. The register in
chancery in New Castle County appoints a
chief deputy register in chancery as well.

Legal Jurisdiction

The Court of Chancery has jurisdiction to hear
and determine all matters and causes in equity.
The general equity jurisdiction of the Court is
measured in terms of the general equity
jurisdiction of the High Court of Chancery of
Great Britain as it existed prior to the
separation of the American colonies. The
General Assembly may confer upon the Court
of Chancery additional statutory jurisdiction.
In today’s practice, the litigation in the Court
of Chancery consists largely of corporate
matters, trusts, estates, and other fiduciary
matters, disputes involving the purchase and
sale of land, questions of title to real estate,
and commercial and contractual marters in
general. When issues of fact to be tried by a
jury arise, the Court of Chancery may order
such facts to trial by issues at the Bar of the

Superior Court (10 Del. C., Section 369).



COURT OF CHANCERY

FISCAL YEAR 2000
CASELOAD SUMMARY

Pendmg* e Pending : % Change in
6/30/99 | Dispositions | 130700  Pending
e
New Castle 7.762 3.220 3.299 7,683 -79 -1.0%
Kent 2.591 482 399 2,674 +83 +3.2%
Sussex 2.905 740 669 2.976 +71 +2.4%
STATE 13258 agaz| 4367|1333 45| voe%

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000

CASELOAD FILINGS

New Castle 2.967 3,220 +253 +8.5%
Kent 524 482 -42 -8.0%
Sussex 861 740 -121 -14.1%
STATE 4382 4442 +90 42.1%

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000
CASELOAD DISPOSITIONS

1999, 2000 | % Change
New Castle 2,771 3.299 +528 +19.1%
Kent 478 399 -79 -16.5%
Sussex 841 669 -172 -20.5%
STATE 4,000 | 4,367 +277 +6.8%

*New Castle. Sussex and State amended from previous vear's report.
Source: Registers in Chancery. Registers of Wills: Administrative Office of the Courts
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COURT OF CHANCERY

10 Year Caseload Trend

Courtof Chancery - Total

5000
4000
m Filings 3000
3 Dispositions 2000 = ’
1000
0 MEsT EESU N . 1 A A i W
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
| 1901 ] 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 ] 1999_] 2000
Filings 3.365] 3,493 | 3.418] 3.660| 3.902| 3.853] 3.876| 4.081| 4,352 4,442
Dispositions 3,147 3,356 | 3,121 3,121] 4.041| 4,097 | 3.424| 3,440| 4.090| 4.367
CourtofChancery - Total
5 Year Projected Filings
6000 Actual Projected
ot 3 Y €QT
Base | 4000 -
~ o -———'-—_‘*’_‘-.”-
Yy 2000
0 T A S e e
- - - - N Y - - - N N N N
© O «© © 0 0 o © © o (=g Q o
© © © © o © © ©O O o o (=) o
.= N w H (&1 (@] ~ (o2} © o - H (&)
| 1991 ] 1992} 1997. '.19935};,_199}9; 2000 | 2001 | 2002 20041 2005
ga \zar oo | e | oo | e | -e- [ 3.853] 3,876 | 4.081] 4.352| 4442 | 4616] 4,782 51141 5.279
10 Year | ., , IR . A\ woeal A 22 A
Base 3,365 3.493 | 3,418 3,660 3,902 3,853] 3.8761 4,081 4.3521 4,442 | 4,498} 4,618 4,736]4,855| 4.974

Trend lines computed by regression analysis.
Source: Registers in Chancery. Registers of Wills: Administrative Office of the Courts




COURT OF CHANCERY

FISCAL YEAR 2000 CIVIL CASES
CASELOAD SUMMARY

Pending | o | | penin % Change in

6/30/99 Fiings | Dispositions | /00 Pending
New Castle 955 917 979 893 -62 -6.5%
Kent 78 27 22 83 +5 +6.4%
Sussex 99 65 60 104 +5 +35.1%
STATE 1,132 1,000 1,061 1,080 52 4.6%

COMPARISON - FISCAL YFARS 1999-2000 - CIVIL CASELOAD

CASELOAD FILINGS

L L g | % Change
New Castle 810 917 +107 +13.2%
Kent 26 27 +1 +3.8%
Sussex 57 65 +8 +14.0%
TOTALS % 893} 1,009 +116|  +13.0%

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000 - CIVIL CASELOAD
CASELOAD DISPOSITIONS

o P Bw g e % Change -
New Castle 748 979 231 +30.9%
Kent 14 22 +8 +57.1%
Sussex 60 60 0 0.0%
TOTALS ‘ ) _L 1061 30| o 4200%

Source: Registers in Chancery: Administrative Office of the Courts




COURT

OF CHANCERY

Court of Chancery - Civil
10 Year Caseload Trend

@ Filings
g Dispositions
g Pending
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000
Filings 670 585 525 707 925 880 847 852 8931 1,009
Dispositions 740 676 635 680 9291 890 820 887 8221 1,061
Pending at End of Year 1,260 1,169 1,057 1,082} 1,078 1,068 1.095( 1,061} 1,132} 1,080
Courtof Chancery - Civil
5 Year Projected Filings
1500 Actual Projected
% it D Y € AT
: Base 1000
! ‘ear
S Buse | 500
L A T SEae
1 1991 { 1992 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1 ‘ ” 04
SYear | e | e | e 880 847| 852} 893 1,009 9871 1,018 1,048] 1,079} 1,109
Base
IB(;S\efear 670 585) 525 707| 9251 880| 847 852 893] 1,009| 1,030| 1,074} 1,117} 1,161] 1,205

Trend lines computed by regression analysis,

Source: Registers in Chancery. Administrative Otfice of the Courts
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COURT OF CHANCERY

FISCAL YEAR 2000 MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS
CASELOAD SUMMARY

o Pendmg* P ndmg i % Change in
6/3099 1 eno00 | Pending
New Caste 3,731 814 960 3.585 146 -3.9%
Kent 1153 19 53 1219 166 +5.7%
Sussex 1,915 122 49 1,988 +73 +3.8%
STATE 6799 1,055 1062  em| 0.1%
()

Y 1999 2000 |  Chamge | % Change
New Castle 708 814 +106 +15.0%
Kent 168 19 -49 22929
Sussex 231 122 -109 -47.2%
TOTALS a7l 108s) =2 4%

C

"ASELOAD DISPOSITIONS

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000 - MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS

5 v-‘i%‘ch‘ange
New Castle 714 960 +246 +34.5%
Kent 123 53 -70 -56.9%
Sussex 203 49 -154 -75.9%
TOTALS sl e 1062 +22 +2.1%

*New Castle. Sussex. and State amended from previous vear's report.
Source: Registers in Chancery: Administrative Office of the Courts



COURT OF CHANCERY

FISCAL YEAR 2000 MISCELIANFOUS MATTERS - CASELOAD BREAKDOWNS
CASELOAD FILINGS

Minors R

New Castle 237 29.1% 130 16.0% 376| 46.2% 814 100.0%
Kent 60 50.4% 281 23.5% 201 16.8% 119 100.0%
Sussex 36 29.5% 591 48.4% 1 0.8% 122 100.0%

1055| 1000%

STATE | i.}"'"..'_333:'_‘“31.&6% 27| 206%| 397 376%)|

e . e

FISCAL YEAR 2000 MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS - CASELOAD BREAKDOWNS
CASELOAD DISPOSITIONS

o

New Castle 158 16.5% 118 12.3% 674 70.2% 10 1.0% 960 100.0%

Kent 32 60.4% 9 17.0% 7 13.2% 5 9.4% 531 100.0%

Sussex 24 49.0% 161 32.7% 1 2.0% 8 16.3% 49| 100.0%
SIATE | 214| 202%| 14 "'f’f};la.S%:.[_;:»'682;!\,;;‘64.'2% sl - 22%| 1062] 100.0%

New Castle 13441 37.5% 14191  39.6% 5251 14.6% 297 83%)| 3,585 100.0%
Kent 5171 42.4% 4041 33.1% 225 73 6.0%] 1,219 100.0%
Sussex 7341 36.9% 9451 47.5% 156 153 77%| 1,988 100.0%

New Castle
Kent +28 +19
Sussex +12 +43

Source: Registers in Chancery: Administrative Office of the Courts
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Court of Chancery - Miscellaneous
10 Year Caseload Trend
1500
mFilings | 1000 - -
g Dispo sitionij 500 B =
0 - T % . ™ ~ T T T _— - » y/ - : -
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
1991| }ng”:l.w%' 1994 ] 1_995| 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000
Filings 604 710 651 652 712 720 749 8441 1.107] 1,055
Dispositions 375 688 484 407 8641 1,085 531 539 1.040] 1,062
Court of Chancery - Miscellaneous
S Year Projected Filings
g YA 2000 Actual Projected
Base 1500 S
1000 . g & e —0—8
—a— 10 Year 500 | —8—u o —8—a—a—8
Base e e O S O S S
- - RN -— - N - - - N N N N N N
[{e] © [{e] © © (o] (o] ©O © o Q (=] (=] (=] (o]
© © © © © [{e} (=] © (o] o [en] o (=] o (=]
- N w £ (6] [0} ~ Qo © (@) — N w H (&)
b a991] 1992 § 1993 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005
5Yearer - o - -
Rase e | e | e | e | - | 720 749 844 1107 1.055] 1.203] 1306 1,409 1.512] 1.615
g;s\gear 604] 710| 651 652| 712 720| 749| 844 1.107| 1,055] 1.050( 1.100] 1.,149] 1.198] 1.247

Trend lines computed by regression analysis.
Source: Registers in Chancery: Administrative Office of the Courts
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COURT OF CHANCERY

FISCAL YEAR 2000 ESTATES
CASELOAD SUMMARY

630099 |

in" | % Change in

o] eB0/00 Pending
New Castle 3,076 1,489 1,360 3,205 +129]  +4.2%
Kent 1360 336 324 1372 +12|  +0.9%
Sussex 891 553 560 884 | -0.8%
STATE 5327 2378 2244 - 5461| | #25%

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000 ESTATE

CASELOAD FILINGS

L L2000 - ;
New Castle 1,449 1,489 +40 +2.8%
Kent 330 336 +6 +1.8%
Sussex 573 553 -20 -3.5%
STATE - 2,352| ) 2,3781 d e ma

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000 ESTATE

CASELOAD DISPOSITIONS

New Castle
Kent
Sussex

Source: Registers of Wills: Administrative Office of the Courts
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Court of Chancery - Estates
10 Year Caseload Trend

6000
| @ Filings 4000
o3 Dispositions |
g Pending [ 2000 | :
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
J-L\199:1f_ 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000
Filings 2,091 2,198 22421 2.301| 2,265] 2.253| 2.280{ 2,385] 2.352| 2.378
Dispositions 2,0321 1,992] 2,002 | 2,034 2,248 2,122 2.073]| 2.014| 2,228 2.244
Pending at End of Year 3,764 | 3.970| 4.210] 4.477| 4,494 ] 4.625| 4.832| 5,203} 5.327| 5.461
Court of Chancery - Estates
S Year Projected Filings
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Trend lines computed by regression analylsis.

Source: Registers of Wills. Administrative Office of the Courts
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Superior Court

Legal Authorization
The Constitution of Delaware, Article IV, Section
1, authorizes the Superior Court.

Court History

Superior Court’s roots can be traced back more
than 300 years to December 6, 1669 when John
Binckson and two others were tried for treason
for leading an insurrection against colonists loyal
to England in favor of the King of Sweden.

The law courts, which represent today’s Superior
Court jurisdiction, go back as far as 1831 when
they included Superior Court, which heard civil
matters, the Court of General Sessions, which
heard criminal matters, and the Court of Oyer
and Terminer, which heard capiral cases and
consisted of all four law judges for the other two
courts.

In 1951, the Court of Oyer and Terminer and the
Court of General Sessions were abolished and their
jurisdictions were combined in today’s Superior
Court. The presiding judge of Superior Court
was renamed president judge. There were five
Superior judges in 1951; there are nineteen today.

Geographic Organization
Sessions of Superior Court are held in each of the
three counties at the county seat.

Legal Jurisdiction

Superior Court has statewide original jurisdiction
over criminal and civil cases, except equity cases,
over which the Court of Chancery has exclusive
jurisdiction, and domestic relations matters which
jurisdiction is vested with the Family Court. The
Court’s authority to award damages is not subject
to a monetary maximum. The Court hears cases
of personal injury, libel and slander, and contract
claims. The Court also tries cases involving
medical malpractice, legal malpractice, property
cases involving mortgage foreclosures, mechanics’
liens, condemnations, and appeals related to
landlord-tenant disputes, and appeals from the
Automobile Arbitration Board. The Court has
exclusive jurisdiction over felonies and drug
offenses (except most felonies and drug offenses
involving minors and except possession of
marijuana cases). Superior Court has jurisdiction

33

over involuntary commitments of the mentally
ill to the Delaware State Hospital. ~ The Court
serves as an intermediate appellate court, hearing
appeals on the record form the Court of Common
Pleas, Family Court (adult criminal), and more
than 50 administrative agencies including the
Industrial Zoning and Adjustment Boards, and
other quasi-judicial bodies. Appeals from Superior
Court are argued on the record before the Supreme
Court.

Judges

Superior Court judges are nominated by the
Governor and confirmed by the Senate. The
judges are appointed for 12-year terms and must
be learned in the law. There may be nineteen
judges appointed to the Superior Court bench.
One of the nineteen judges is appointed president
judge with administrative responsibility for the
Court. Three are appointed as resident judges
and must reside in the county in which they are
appointed. No more than a bare majority of the
judges may be of one political party; the rest must
be of the other major political party.

Support Personnel

Superior Court may appoint court reporters, law
clerks, bailiffs, pre-sentence officers, a secretary for
each judge, and other personnel.

An appointed prothonotary for each county serves
as clerk of the Superior Court for the county. The
prothonotary for each county serves as clerk of
the Superior Court and is directly involved with
the daily operations of the Court. The office
handles the jury list and property liens, and is the
custodian of costs and fees for the Court. Itissues
permits to carry deadly weapons, receives bail, deals
with the release of incarcerated prisoners, issues
certificates of notary public where applicable, issues
certificates of election to elected ofticials, issues
commitments to the State Hospital, and collects
and distributes restitution monies as ordered by
the Court in addition to numerous other duties.
It is also charged with security, care, and custody
of court exhibits. Elected sheriffs, one per county,
also serve Superior Court.



SUPERIOR COURT

FISCAL YEAR 2000
CASELOAD SUMMARY

Pcndmg"‘ - Pending’ ‘%".'C.h\gnge‘ in

6/30/99 6/30/00 Pending
New Castle 11,110 12,176 11.452 11.834 +724 +6.5%
Kent 1.874 3,014 3.104 1,784 -90 -4.8%
Sussex 1,514 2,857 2,666 1,705 +191 +12.6%
STATE o 14498] 18,047 | 17,222 15,3(23‘] - H825¢ +5.7%

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000

CASELOAD FILINGS

New Castle

+674

11,502 12,176 +5.9%
Kent 2,604 3,014 +410 +15.7%
Sussex 2,760 2.857 +97 +3.5%
STATE i 168661 o asearf s8] 470%
New Castle 10,783 11,452 +669 +6.2%
Kent 2,639 3,104 +465 +17.6%
Sussex 2,648 2,666 +18 +0.7%
STATE 6070 w22 sws| o 42w

*Amended from 1999 Annual Report.
Source: Court Administrator. Prothonotary”s Offices, and Case Scheduling Office. Superior Court: Administrative Office of the Courts
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SUPERIOR COURT

Superior Court Total
10 Year Caseload Trend
20000
@ Filings 15000
g Dispositions 10000
Pendin
o 5000 -
0 _ . ;
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
1991 1 1992 | 1993 I 1994 | 1995 ‘1*996 1998 | 1999+ 2000
Filings 13,344 | 14,533 13.808 | 14.037{ 14,328 15,105 16,749 | 16,866 18,047
Dispositions 12,084 1 12,9981 13,540} 14.422| 14.608| 13,595 15,946 | 16,070 17.222
Pending at End of Year 9.6401 11,175 11,443 10,958 | 10,678 12,188 13,672 14,498 | 15,323
Superior Court Total
S Year Projected Filings
—e— 5 Year 30000 Actual Projected
o 20000 M,v
—m— 10 Year 10000
Base 0 ‘ 1
- N N N N N N
(o} o o o o o [
© Q [e] o (o] (o] (]
«© o _ N w A o
| 1991 | 1992 1993 | 1994 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005
o i 12 B 7 5 3 : S :
5 Year e . " < o
Base -—-- ———- - ———- === | 15.105] 16,103 | 16.749] 16.866 | 18.047] 18.568 | 19,232 | 19.898 | 20.562 | 21.227
g)a::ar 13.344 1 14.533| 13.808§ 14.037| 14.328] 15.105| 16.103 | 16.749| 16.866] 18.047| 17.969 | 18.457) 18.943] 19.430] 19.918

*Pending amended from 1999 Annual Report.
Source: Administrative Office of the Courts




SUPERIOR COURT

FISCAL YEAR 2000 CRIMINAL CASES - CASELOAD SUMMARY

Number of Defendants

Pending | o | Pending | % Change in
6/30/99 JF ‘ Dispositions | ¢36/00 | Pending Pending

New Castle 3,828 5.009 4,488 4,349 +521 +13.6%
Kent 1,002 1,804 1,862 944 -58 -5.8%
Sussex 836 1,711 1,626 921 +85 +10.2%
STATE 5666] 852 7976 | 6214 4’54\8_:* +9.7%
New Castk 4370 5.009 +639 +14.6%
Kent 1,552 1.804 +252 +16.2%
Sussex 1,769 1711 .58 13.3%
STATE = o] ssal o 0 +833j L +108%

COMPARISON - FISCAL YEARS 1999-2000 - CRIMINAL CASES

CASELOAD DISPOSITIONS

- Number of Defendants

999 2000 | % Change
New Castke 4,445 4,488 +43 +1.0%
Kent 1,584 1,862 +278 +17.6%
Sussex 1,738 1.626 -112 -6.4%
STATE s e | ‘,\;137,?7'6] A +200] o w27%

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office. Superior Court: Administrative Office of the Courts
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SUPERIOR COURT

Superior Court - Criminal
10 Year Caseload Trend

10000 |

miiling 8000 S

0 Dispositions 6000 ,\ !
o Pending 4000 1 k
—— 2000 B

0 ERE

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

19911 1992 | 1993 | 1994 08 | 1999 | 2000
Filings 7,003 7,581 7.295) 7.240| 7.253| 7.620 8,056 7.845 7,691 8,524
Dispositions 6,709 7.413 6.7711 6907] 6731 6.902| 7.392| 7.570 7,767 7,976
Pending at End of Year 25381 27061 3230 3,563 4.085| 4.803| 5467 5.742| 5.666 6,214
Superior Court - Criminal
5 Year Projected Filings
10000 Actual Projected
S Ve ar | /‘M‘M
Ba\se ’
’ ..._.IBOYean‘]. 5000
.
O T T T T ¥ T T T T x T T T T 1
— -— _ - - =y — - - N N N N N N
¢ 8 § 8§ 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
bt N w A (6} » ~ co © [en} - N w H (8]
1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005
5 Year . -
Base o) o | e | - | 76200 80561 7845 7.691F 8524 8380 8524 8,669] 8813 8957
gszear 70031 7.581] 7.295| 7.240| 7,253| 7.620} 8,056| 7.845| 7.691| 8.524| 8278 8400 8,521} 8.642| 8,764

Trend lines computed by regression analysis.
Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Offices. Superior Court: Administrative Office of the Courts
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14.

Fiscal Year 2000 Criminal Cases Explanatory Notes

The unit of count in Superior Court criminal cases is the defendant, A defendant is defined as an individual named in an
indictment, so that an individual named in three (3) indictments is counted as three (3) defendants. An individual with a
consecutively-numbered series of informations, appeals, or transfers filed on the same day is counted as one defendanr.

Informations are filed if defendants waive indictment.

Transfers were defendants brought before the Court of Common Pleas in New Castle County who requested jury trials
before january 15, 1995. After January 15, 1995, the Court of Common Pleas began to hear jury wials.

Reinstatements represent defendants who have had their cases disposed of who are brought back before Superior Courr
for one of the following reasons:

mistrial

hung jury

motion for new trial granted

guilty plea withdrawn

lower court appeal reinstated after being dismissed

conviction overturned by Supreme Court: remanded to Superior Court for a new trial.

Severances are defendants indicted on multiple charges whose charges are severed to be tried separately.

Trial dispositions refer to the number of defendants whose charges where disposed of at trial rather than the number of
trials. The date of disposition is the trial date. Should the decision be reserved, it will be the date when the opinion is

handed down.

A defendant is counted as being disposed of by nolle prosequi only if all charges in an indictment or information or all
charges transferred or appealed simultaneously are dropped. For example, if a defendant pleads guilty to one charge in an
indictment. and other charges in the same indictment are then nol-prossed, that defendant is considered to have been

disposed of by guilty plea on the date of the plea.

Defendants are not counted as disposed of by nolie prosequi if the nolle prosequi was filed to an original charge because
the defendant entered a guilty plea to a new information. This is a further action in an existing case and is not counted as
a separate filing, so the nolle prosequi is not the primary disposition.

Only nolle prosequis filed for defendants who were actually brought before Superior Court by indictment, informarion,
appeal, transfer, reinstatement, or severance are counted in the total number of Superior Court dispositions. Nolle
prosequis of unindicted defendants are listed separately because such defendants were never formally brought before the
Superior Court.

Unindicted nolle prosequis are felony or drug defendants who were arrested and were bound over to Superior Court by a
lower court either because probable cause was found or because the defendant waived preliminary hearing.

Remands are defendants w